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Abstract: This article considers the role of constructions of creativity in the classroom and their consequences for learning and, in particular, for the assessment of creativity. The implications of assessing creativity in order to aid its development within and across subjects, Enablers for creative teaching and learning are considered in order to propose a model of assessment and development for creativity.  

In countries that might be called Neo-liberal from a Latin American context, the concept of creativity can provide opportunities to discuss and promote historical and cultural issues and approaches within education as alternatives to a narrowly functional view of education that is focused upon ‘basic skills’ and the allocation of opportunity through high stakes testing and exams.
The English National Advisory Committee on Creative and Cultural Education (NACCE, 1999; hereafter NACCE) provided a definition of creativity that could be, and has been, harnessed by educationalists.  This identified four characteristics of creative processes. First, that they always involve thinking or behaving imaginatively. Second, that this imaginative activity is, overall, purposeful: that is, it is directed to achieving an objective. Third, that creative processes must generate something original. Fourth, that the outcome must be of value in relation to the objective. An important element of this definition is that it anchors creativity within purposeful activity that is, in turn, given meaning from coming within a given domain 

Education is seen as a nurturer of talent required for the creative industries of the UK.  
Similarly, the ‘Next Gen’ report of NESTA has stated that schools would need to change their teaching of ICT in order to support the creative industries of console game production and film effects  (Livingstone & Hope, 2011 p 1). This report has led to new emphasis on programming in education which had almost been eliminated since it was first mentioned in the early versions of the national curriculum. The concern expressed in the ‘Next Gen’ report was that children had become good consumers of web products created by other people but they, themselves, were unlikely to be the next generation to create the web anew.
EU Educational and Training 2020 Policy (2012) has reinforced this view in its emphasis on innovation as a core educational objective which, it could be argued, in turn requires creativity.

There has been a shift from theories which prioritise creativity as an individual psychological property eg (Sternberg, R. J., & Lubart, T. I./ 1993) to those which, in addition to the cognitive development of the child, pay attention to the social and contextual environment in which creativity can flourish. 
In this regard, studies by a range of influential scholars on creativity in England have placed a strong emphasis on open, exploratory and collaborative spaces as essential to enabling creativity (Jeffrey and Craft, 2004; Cremin et al., 2006). 

A different approach to defining creativity is to consider what it is not. In her review of the literature on creativity in education, Caroline Sharp (2004) has proposed six ‘myths of creativity.’ The sixth myths identified by Sharp are the assumptions that: (i) creativity is confined to arts and culture, leading to the under-recognition of the role and significance of creativity in fields such as design, technology, engineering and science; (ii) that knowledge transfer across domains is unproblematic; (iii) that creativity equals fun; (iv) that creativity is an elite trait, restricted to a few very talented individuals; (v) that education for creativity can be provided through unstructured play and unsupported activity; and (vi) that creativity does not require a high level of subject knowledge. Recognition of this sixth myth is of particular importance to the framework of assessing creativity which we set out later in the paper in that it reinforces the significance and centrality of the domain or subject-based context within which creativity might take place. As considered above, the NACCE review stressed the importance of subject knowledge as necessary for, and as integral to, creativity

The very nature of creativity in education remains ambiguous. To wha extent creativity in primary education is conceived of as involving creative partnerships between schools and cultural workers and projects, as opposed simply to valuing and nourishing children’s ideas iin multiple contexts, is not clear. 
To what extent collective or collaborative creativity is valued as against individualised 
models is also unclear, similarly there are still confusions in emphasis where creativity may refer to  ‘creative teaching’, ‘teaching for creativity’ and ‘creative learning’.


Building upon the definition of ‘information’ by Gregory Bateson (1973) as ‘information is a difference that makes a difference’, it might be argued that creativity is about identifying and then harnessing difference to enable successful innovation.  
The highly influential independent Cambridge Primary Review (2009: 489) provided an elaboration of this process, acknowledging creativity within a cultural  context whilst emphasising the active role of the learner:
“Creativity is understood not only in terms of exposure to artistic and imaginative endeavour but as contributing to the quality and capacity of children’s thinking and to their perseverance and problem solving abilities... children are now viewed as competent and capable learners, given the right linguistic and social environment and teaching which engages, stimulates and challenges their understanding.”

The authors of this article would argue that i) creativity is dependent upon pedagogy and, as such, (ii) different pedagogies within different subject domains may foster or hinder creativ
Sternberg (2006: 87-88) creativity is dependent on ‘six distinct but inter-related resources: intellectual abilities, knowledge, styles of thinking, personality, motivation and environment’.
In Creativity: find it, promote it, the now defunct English Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA,2005) suggested that it is possible to identify when pupils are thinking and behaving creatively in the classroom by using the following framework: 	in Learning: Creative Approaches that Raise Standards, Ofsted (2010: p 3) pupils’ motivation, progress and attainment in primary and secondary schools are improved by creative approaches to learning such as 
questioning and challenging; making connections and seeing relationships; envisaging what might be; exploring ideas, keeping options open; reflecting critically on ideas, actions and outcomes 	stimulating pupils with memorable experiences and practical activity; allowing pupils to question, explore and challenge ideas; encouraging pupils to think creatively;  andsupporting pupils to reflect on and evaluate their learning 

The lists of creativity in the classroom proposed by Ofsted and QCA contain some items that may also be located within the literature on Assessment for Learning, where a cycle of questioning, reflection and evaluation is held to be fundamental to successful learning and progression. ‘Assessment for Learning’ (AfL) as proposed by the Assessment Reform Group (2002) has been characterised as a process of interpreting evidence for use by learners and teachers to locate where learners currently are in their learning, what they need to learn next, and how this might be achieved. The extensive CPR describes this as a cyclical process in which the teacher gathers data about the pupil’s current understandings and skills by observation, careful questioning, gathering children’s views and studying pupil’s work. This is then interpreted in relation to the lesson goals in order to decide the next steps for learning.  The value of children’s participation in the process is also emphasised, thus requiring that the children as well as the teacher have a clear idea of where the learning could be going.

Questions relating to assessment are not insignificant for teachers seeking to develop creativity in pupils; indeed they are crucial. Creativity cannot occur without some form of content.

 Indeed, creativity requires content – in terms of knowledge and skills – to provide it with a purpose or challenge, and to add or to gain value. This interaction between creativity and content is worthy of investigation by educationalists leading to improved methods supporting approaches to creativity which, in turn, will involve some kind of appropriate assessment tools.

The EU review of theories of creativity by Ferrari, et al. (2009: 2) proposes a series of requisites for creativity and innovation in schools. These factors have been called enablers and are the circumstances or support mechanisms that make creativity and innovation more likely to thrive. These are: ‘assessment; culture; curriculum; individual skills; teaching and learning format; teachers; technology, tools’. From their review of the literature, Ferrari et al. highlight significant aspects of each of these enablers each of which are essential for assessing creativity:
	Assessment activities that are not stressful but trigger student’s imagination and make use of several types of media including e-portfolios, innovative assignments and video making in order to encourage learners to benefit from what that have learned together in order to highlight future progress rather than emphasis competitive comparison. (Dylan & Wiliam, 2006 ,Cremin et al 2004). 
	The development of a culture where ‘The main challenge lies in the values that characterise creativity and innovation (risk-taking, exploration beyond the rules, non-conformity), (Ofsted, 2003, QCA, 2005) which are in sharp contrast with school values (standardisation, obedience, relevance and correctness). There is also a need to engage in the ‘creation of a democratic culture, where students' ideas, interests and opinions are welcome.’ (QCA, 2005 p 56) 
	A curriculum which places an emphasis on the need for creativity without imposing another task in a busy schedule for teachers and which balances prescription and freedom. A prescriptive curriculum hinders creativity and overloads the curriculum with too much information/knowledge leading to stressful and tight schedules and to a frontal format where the teacher is at the centre of the stage instead of being a co-constructor of creative learning (e.g. Craft, 2005; NACCE, 1999);
	The development of individual skills in a way which recognises that there is a minimum threshold of knowledge needed to be creative in any field. Furthermore, learners and teachers will have to know how to think, how to make connections, how to seek for problems and how to solve them and having some degree of expertise is a pre-requisite for being creative in any given field (NACCE,1999, Livingstone & Hope, 2011);
	Recognition that teachers have a vital role in the kindling or stifling of creativity and innovation in education. They need to be able to identify opportunities for creativity as well as be aware of the myths about creativity. Training and support are needed as well as good initial teacher education (Jeffrey and Craft, 2004, King, 1994);
	The harnessing of technology in order that it can offer many opportunities for change offering a platform for innovative teaching and creative learning in many ways and stimulating alternative ways of fashioning knowledge creation and meaning making;
	The employment of necessary tools, including space, resources and networks, in order to provide virtual and real interactive opportunities and structures for learning and teaching (Loveless, 2007, 2008).

Ferrari et al. suggest that the co-existence of several of these factors would give rise to an enabling environment where creative learning and innovative teaching could blossom. Further, if enablers are not present, creativity will be less likely to flourish. If, on the other hand, all enablers are in place, it is still not possible to deduce that creativity and innovation are happening, as teachers and students will still have to actively engage in the creative and innovative process. Enablers are therefore indicators of the kind of environment which could nourish creative learning and innovative teaching. Traditional whole institution change models have tended to be top down and focused upon shared vision, agreed action plan, resources, incentives and skill development eg Knoster, (2000). Whilst these elements may be important within a traditional adoption model of change, an alternative approach may be desirable that acknowledges what has been learnt about assessment for learning and teaching that harnesses creativity. Ferrari et al. (2009: 5) stress that the ‘immersion in (..) media-rich environment leads new cohorts of students to learn and understand in different ways, therefore teachers need to develop creative approaches and find new methods, solutions and practices’.
Conclusion
Any approach to the assessment of creativity in education must take into account the cultural context of creativity in education which is suggested by Ferrari el el. Any tools developed will also need to be sensitive to the contextual factors posited above. In another paper, Blamires and Peterson (in Press) we have suggested such a framework.
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